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. The étudy described in this repori was conducted to prqvide the college
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with feedback from employers of Moraine Vailey occupational graduates.
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I. Objectives

. ‘{ General objectives for the follow-up stud&{af employers of MVCC occupa-
. tional program graduates were: ) ' .
c e A. To determine whether the graduate possessed the necessary human
" relations abilities, communication skills’, problem-solving skills,
: technical skills and life skills.to function effectively in his/
. her present positdon. '

B. To determine the quality and quantity of work by MVCC occupational
graduates. ' . : /

v

C.. To detefmine the suitability of the MVCCjoccuﬁational graduate for
the job. ‘ NN ' .

o . M

D:l To determipe the overall attitude of the employee towards work.

E. To determine the relationshié of MVCC achievement to employer eval-
uation. ° ' ' -

F..- To determine strengths and weaknesses in the MVCC oéEupational pro-
gram areas. . ' ’ [

&

G. To determine whether or not employers would hire additional MVCC
graduates. Coe ’

II. Procedures-

Employers of 6Equpatiqpa1 program graduates (Business, Health Science,
Technologjcal and Public Service) who graduated during the 1975-76 aca-
demic year were identified in an‘obcupational graduate follow=-up survey
conducted in fall 1976. Additional employers names were identified-by
the various program cootdinators. The 1976 occupational graduate survey
results showed that 76% of the graduates Were working full-time, N = 231.
Of that number, 131 (57%) supplied MVCC with employers' names. . Each

" employer was mailed-a questionnaire (November 1976) and was asked to
have the immediate supervisor of the MVCC graduate complete the evalua-
tion.' A second questionnaire was mailed to employers who had not re-,
sponded to the first mailing. One hundred twenty-one of the 131 employers
responded (92% responge rate). Table 1 summarizes the response patterns

for the occupational program areas.
Table 1
T . - Employer Responge Pattern by Program Area

. . No.:of o - :No. of Percent
o o GYaduates Percent of . Questiopnaires: Percent Response
. R in Study Craduates |  Returned Responses Rate
Business * ] 31 24% 29 T2 947
" Health Science, 55’ Y ‘ . 52 " 43 95
PuBlic-Service [ , 33 25 v 31 26° 94
Technology - |- '« 12 .. 9 . 9 S R A E
STOTAL T s | 10w o121 T, 1002 92%
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. .
Du€ to the Jlack of sampling procedures and incomplete identification
of all employers of ‘eccupational graduates, results of this survey
cannot be generalized to all MVCC oécupational program graduates,
However, the results do provide program area evaluation data. -

Study Results

N\

.

The survey results.ari summarized for all occupational graduates and
for each skill area by program. ' ' ' -

¥
.

A. Composite Evaluation

A c.omp_osite evaluation (total score for the questionngirg) for
1976 is displayed in Figure 1 for the four program areas qﬁd'all
. occupational program graduates. e

,Although there areqvariations in the ayerage rating by each pro- °
gram and overall, results of the 1975 and 1976 employer evalua-
tion of occupational graduates shows that, in géneral, MVCG occupa-
tional ‘graduates maintained their Good rating. ) R :

a -
. . L] °

In 1976, the range of ratings for various MVCC pragram areas was

from 2.8 to 3.1.. Public Service graduates received a rating

value of 3.1, Good. Health Science graduates. and Technological

- graduates received a rating value of 2.8, Good. -~ )

L]

. Comparing the 1975 eﬁployer ratings with the 1976. employer ratingé"

of MVCC occupational graduates shows that the composite rating and f .

#he ratings -for the major program’ ardas were lower in 19‘€'tpan
they were in 1975. ’ ‘ .

B. Human Relation Skills Evaltation

« Figure 2 displéys the composite evaluation for human relation skills.
- The ratings for 1976 occupational graduates' human relation skills
had a rapge from 2.9 to 3.5. The rating value 3.5 was-'assigned to
"Cooperates with fellow workers to get job done," "Cooperates with
. supervisor" and "Helps people who 'ask' for assistance," . The 2.9
rating was assigned to "Promotes the use of new ways of doing things."

Results of the 1975 and 1976 émployer evidluation of human reiation
skills of ‘occupational graduates shows that, in general, MVCC occupa-
tional graduates still maintain their Good rating, i.e., the overall .
human relation skills means had minor variations. from 1975 to 1976.
Eight human relation skills were evaluated by employer§ of occupa-
tional graduates. Three ratings for human relation skills were )

o higher in 1976 than in 1975, The remaining five ratings were iden- -

tical for 1975 and 1976. The human relation skills which had higher
fhtings for 1976 were: "AgEgpts direction without becoming resent-

" ful," "Helps people who ask for assistance" and "Is accessiple.to .
others." - . Lo - .

Kés




' . - FIGURE | -
COMPOSITE EVALUATION FOR HUMAN RELATIONS, COMMUNICATION SKILLS

PROBLEM SOLVING SKILLS, TECHNICAL SKILLS, LIFE’SKILLS, AND GENERAL STATEMENTS
© - POOR "~ FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT - . .
. : : 0 L5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 40 N
- | - , T TT] |
BUSINESS GRADUATES . 1975 \ ' 29
: 1976 - IR ) 28
HEALTH .SC1ENCE ) — ‘ . |
GRADUATES 1973 | 7l |
v N |976 4 52 :
. g ¥ o [ N : |
PUBLIC SERVICE p |
GRADUATES - 1975 - 42 |
1976 31 . |
TECHNOLOGY GRADUATES 1975 ‘ , [ 5
‘ 1976 JELEATE R )
ALL OCCUPATIONAL 1975 147
R . GRADUATES 1976 120

: \ 1.0 .5 . 2.0 - 25 - 3.0

v . }NTERPRETATION: SPLIT IN LINE SHOWS WHERE MEAN FALLS

’ y
' ,

3.5

° . . i DARKENED -AREAS SHOW ONE-HALF STANDARD DEVIATTON ABOVE
MEAN AND ONE~HALF STANDARD DEVIATION BELOW-MEAN
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- FIGURE 2 - ; ' e
HUMAN RELATIONS SKILLS EVALUATION )
. . <
3 POOR FAIR GOO0D EXCELLENT
. 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 N
COOPERATES WITH FELLOW : |
WORKERS TO GET JOB 197 | : 147
DONE . 1976 iil 120,
COOPERATES WITH = S
SUPERVIS®R 1975 - . 147
- 1976 ! I 11 120 -
PRESENTS IDEAS AND - : i
RECOMMENDATIONS "IN A 1975 139
NON-OFFENDING WAY . 1976 3
PROMOTES THE USE OF L . ’ ~
NEW WAYS OF DOING 1975 ‘ 136
THINGS 1976 U 110
DEVELOPS COURSE OF ' . ' ‘L.
ACTION WHEN DIFFERENT  |975 | ; R 137
VIEW POINTS PRESENTED oo 114
n AcCEP®® DIRECTION WITH- =
OUT BMAOMING RESENTFUL 19 i 144
. 1976 N 120
HELPS PEOPLE WHO ASK ' :
FOR ASSISTANCE 1975 140
1976 ) il 119
. . . - -~ ¢ ‘
1S ACCESSIBLE TO
OTHERS _ 1975. 130
.. 1976 ] 119
r I "
JOVERALL EVALUATION OF 1975 ) 1120
HUMAN RELATIONS SKILLS 976 g v . l“l“qquupuv" 935
. 0 . L5 2.0 25 . 30 3.6 4.0
INTERPRETATION: ~SPLIT IN LINE SHOWS WHERE MEAN FALLS

DARKENED AREAS SHOW ONE-HALF STANDARD DEVIATION ABOVE
MEAN AND ONE-HALF STANDARD DEVIATION BELOW MEAN
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Table 2 displays the results of’ human relation skills evaluation by

. program area., )
The ratings in the Business programs had a“range from Good to
Excellent. An Excellent rating was received for "Cooperates with .
supervisor Good ratings were received for "Promotes the use of - .°*
new ways 6f doing things," "Develops an acceptable course of- action

~ when different points.qf_view are presented." Overall, Business
graduates were rgted Good-Excellent.in human relation skills, the
Same ﬁating that they received in 1975. o

£

Comparing the 1975 ratings with the 1976 ratﬁh}s of Business grad-
uates shows Xhat the ratings of all aséqgts of human relation‘skills
were identic for-l975 and‘}976. .

'The ratings for HealtheScience graduates had a range.from Fair-Good
to Good-Excellent. "Cooperates with fellow workers to get job done,"
"Cooperates with supervisor," "Accepts direction without becoming
resentful," "Helps people who ask for assistance" aéﬁﬂ!ﬂs accessible
to others" received”a Good-Excellent rating. The Fair<6ood rating.
was obtained by "Promotes the use of.new ways of doing things." .
From 1975 to-l976 the ratings of four human relation skills were .
-higher. The ratings ware higher for ' 'Cooperates with fellow Workers
-to get job done," "Accepts direction without becoming resentful, "
. '"Helps people who ask" EE; as$istance” and "I5 accessihle to others
. e ratings from 1975 to 1976 were {dentical for "Cooperates with®
’q’“;xpervisor," "Presents the ideas and recommendations to person or, .,
roups ‘in a non-offending way" and "Develops an acceptable course
of action when different points. of view are presented." (The ratidg
for "Promotes the use of new ways of doing things" was lower in value
. for. 1976 occupa onal graduates. In general, from 1975 to 1976 -
'Health Science graduates retained their Good rating on human relatiqn
skills evaluation."\\ )

[ .~ -
~ . . !
»

. - ' T LR .
The range of ratings for Public Service graduates on human: relation "~ u\\f
skills were from Good to Good-Excellent. 'Promotes the use of new o
ways of doing things" and "Develops an acceptable course of action
when different points of view are presgnted," were rated Good in
1976. The remaining items on the human relation scale -received a\
rating value of Good-Excellent. With the exception of "Presénts
ideas and recommendations to persons or groups in a non-of fendi, g
way" which went from a Good in 1975 o a Good-Excellent, in 1976,

the remainigg aspects of human relation skills were identical for
1975 and 1976. There was n@ chgnge in the overall rating of Public
Service graduates on human\relation skills from 1975 to 1976

A
Employers rated the human relation sKills of Technology graduates
from Good to Excéllent. "Cooperates with supervisé¥s'.was rated
as Excellent. ''Presents ideas and recdommendations to persons or

_ groups in'a non-offending way," "Promotes the use of new way$ of
" e doing things," "Develops an acceptable course of action when dif-

ferent points of view are’presented," "Accepts direction without
becoming resentful" and "Is accessible to others" received the O
rating value Good. ’ oY .
~ " .
s X e
‘ /. 12
v LA
N . y
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Table 2

Human Relations Evaluation by Program Area

Ty ~ t .
4 Business ‘Health,Séience ‘P8blic Service ' Technology
. . ’ . 1975 . 1976 ° 1975 1976 © 1975 1976 1975 © 1976
Item L . Raiir}g Rating Rating Rating,| Rating Rating Rating Rating, -
Cooperates with fellow workers to N A - v ‘ .
get job done ot G~-E G-Epr | G G~E G-E G~E ~E ., G-E -
Coopg_rateus with supervisor - ‘" E E ° GE . G-E G-E  G-E° G-E E
Presents ideas .and recommendations > . ' . g
. to persons or groups in a non- ’ ¢
offending way . . GE G-E' R ¢ G , G - G-E .G G
» Promotes the use of new ‘ways of . . . ‘ . : " )
,‘doing things ’ G * 6 - G F-C G , G67- G G"
Develops an acceptable course of ° o I l . , o
action when different points of . . "y L
view are presented .G G G G -7 G G ‘G G
Accepts direction without becoming A R
resent ful , ' . G~E G-E G G~E 6-E GeE e G
" Helps people who ask for assistance- |. ‘G~E G-E G G-E G-E G+E E . G-E°
Is accessible to others i ' ' G-E G-E G G-E ' G~E G~-E E G
OVERALL S ‘G-E  G-E G G G-E G-E G-E G
Key: E = Excellent ' / ’ L ' .
G = Good - B ’ . ) . ) Q
\F = Fair ' . . ' . ]
. e e

~1
-
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Overall, Technology graduates went from a composite rating of Good-
Excellent "in 1975 to' a rating of Good in’1976. When comparing
individual aspects from.}975 to 1976, one rating value was higher
in value, four rating values remained the same in value and three
. rating.'values were down. "Cooperates with supervisor" went from a
T . Good-Excellent in 1975 to an Excellent in 1976. Lower ratings were
) obtained in 1976 for "Cdoperates with fellow workers to get job
done," "Helps people who ask for assistance" and "Is accessible to
others." The ratings remained the same for "Presents. ideas and
~ recommendations to persons -or groups-in a non-offending way," "Pro-
/ motes the use of new ways of doing things," "Develops an acceptable
v course of action when different points of view are presented" and
. "Accepts direction without becoming resentful." .
Employers of occupational graduates rated "Cooperates with fellow
workers to get job done,'" “"Develops, an acceptable course of action
when different points of view are presented," "Helps people who~
ask -for assistance” and "Is accessible to others" the same across
, all programs. T
The Business programs, Health Science programs and Public Service
programs retained their overall 1975 ratings in 1976. Public
Service graduates obtained more Good-Excellent ratings on human
relation skills from their employers than graduates of other pro-
) gram areas. . )

C. Communication Skills Evaluation

- ' .

The’ composite eval&ation for communication skills is.displayed in-
Figure 3. ~

-
N

Overall, the communication skills of occupational graduates were
rated Good. The ratings had.a range from 2.9 to 3.4. A rating

. . value of 3.4 was assigned to "Asks questions which clarify tasks."
The rating value 2.9 was assigned to "Poised when speaking to
groups.". -

Table 3 displays the questionna}re results of communicét@on skills
evaluation by program area. ' .

. The ‘range of ratings of communication skills in the, Business area

‘ ranged from Good to Good-Excellent. "Asks questions which clarify
tasks" was rated Good-Excellent. The remaining communication skills
were rated Good. '

' ’ Of the seven aspects of communication skills, three gkill areas werye

' rated identically in 1975 and 1976, three skill areas were lower in
value in 1976 than in 1975 and-one skill area was higher in 1976
than in 1975. .The ratings were identical in 1975 and 1976 for
"Organizes thoughts in writing," "Adapts writing tq the audiénce"
and "Poised when speaking to groups." The communicatiorn skill areas
that had lower ratings in 1976 were: "Uses appropriatqurammar and
spelling in writing," "Accomplishes tasks in group situations" and )

~

-
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- - - FIGURE 3 - s
COMMUNICATION SKILLS EVALUATION
- T SN ‘
g POOR _ ‘FAIR GOOD - EXCELLENT )
* 1.0 ‘1.5 2.0 2.5 . 3.0 3.5 4.0 N
ORGANIZES THOUGHTS IN .
WRITING -+ 1975 L 100
1976 93 .
USES APPROPRIATE : - .
. GRAMMAR AND SPELLING 1975 109
IN WRITING - 1976 [ 1. j | 96
. fo v e
ADAPTS WRITING TO THE .
AUDIENCE - 1975 |' 76.
1976 72
POI'SED WHEN SPEAKING - .
TO GROUPS 1975 . , 85 1,
1976 / ' TN 77 .
ACCOMPLISHES TASKS IN : ' : ' : '
."GROUP SITUATIONS 1975 129
1976 ‘ 105
5 e '
LISTENS TO VIEWPOINTS
OF OTHERS - 1975 142
’ 1976 1] 113
ASKS QUESTIONS WHICH :
CLARIFY TASK 1975, .:42\
N ., 1976 q1 F I I
OVERALL EVALUATION OF 1975 ) . 78I
COMMUNICATION SKILLS 1976 | ] Hill 11 u["[[[]]qmqm 671 -
3 . - I ‘ / i
1.0 1.5 2Q 2.5 3.0 35 40
. : ¢
) INTERPRETATION: SPLIT IN LINE SHOWS WHERE MEAN FALLS T
- [0 ¢
) y DARKENED AREAS SHOW ONE-HALF STANDARD DEVIATION ABOVE ]
MEAN AND ONE-HALF STANDARD DEVIATION BELOW MEAN
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‘Table 3 o l _ \
Communication Skills Evaluation by Program Area -~ ' -
b ) .
\ . ’ i
J 2 . e )
co ' K o R - ’

Buginess Health Science Public Service Technology

It;gm 1975 . 1976 . 1975 © 1976 1975 1976 1975 1976
s .
Organizes thoughts in writing ‘G ¢ 1 .¢ ¢ .. G G ¢ F-G
Uses appropriate grammar and spelling : . - \
in writing ' GE ‘G . G " G-E E G - G G
Adapts ‘writing to the audience G G R ¢ - G-E G G G G
Poised when speaking tg_groups . G ° G G G G G .G G
Atcomplishes tasks in group . P .
situations - . . G-E G [ G - |G-E G~E e G
‘ > : . . - ’
Listens to viewpoints of others . GE - G o6 G-E ‘G—E G-E G G-E
Asks questions which clarify task ¢ GE G G-E le-E G G G
j
t - < M L .
OVERALL L ‘ G G . G G-E | E G G G
- .
. - = ‘ =
. i .
Key: E = Excellent v : : ' \
G = Good h . . - 5 -3
F = Fair

& . . -
18 IR 10
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‘,"L{qtens to:vféwPoints of others." "Asks questions which clarify

tasks" was' rated higher in 1976 than in 1975. Overall, Business
graduates maintained their Good rating from 1975 to 1976.
Fov o, . g e
For Heal'th-Sciepce, the'range of ratings for zémmunication skills
was from Good to Good-Excellent. "Uses appropriate grammar-and
spelling in writing," "Adapts writing to audience," '"Listens to
viewpoints of othars" and "Asks questions which clarify tasks™

- Were rated Good-Excellent. The remaining communication skills
yere rated Good. ’

:
v

‘thr*of the seven aspects of communication skills had higher rating

values in 1976 than in 1975. The remaining three aspects had iden-
tical ratings in 1975 and 1976. Commynication skills evaluation
were higher in 1976: for "Uses appropriate grammar and spellling in,
writing," "Adapts writing to audience,”" ™"Listens to viewpoints of
others" and "Asks questions which clarify tasks." "Qrganizes ,
thoughts in writing}," "Poised when speaking to groups" and "Accom-
pPlishes tasks in g up situations' thad identical ratings in 1975
and 1976. Overall jithe Health Science area went from a Good rating
in 1975 to a Good-’.cellent rating in 1976 for communication skills.

The range of ratingg for Public Service graduates was from Good to
Good-Excellent. '"'Accomplishes tasks in group situations," "Listens
to.viewpoints of athers" and "Asks questions which clarify tasks'™

were rated Good-Excellent. The remaining communication skills were
rated Good. ) . .. \

Comparing the 1975 e&ployer ratings of Public Service graduates with
the 1976 ratings indicates six ratings that were “identical for both
years and one rating that was lower in 1976 than in 1975. The ratings
that were maintained from 1975 ,to 1976 were "Organizes thoughts' in
writing," "Adapts writing to the audience," "Poised when speaking to
groups,” "Accomplishes tasks in group situations,” "Listehs to, view-
points . .of others" and "Asks questions which clarify tasks." A lower
rating value was obtained in 1976 for "Uses appropriate grammar and
spelling in writing.”" Overall, the 1976 rating of Good was lower in
value than the 1975 rating of Good-Excellent. ’

The range of ratings for Technology graduates was from Fair-Good to
Good-Excellent. 'Thg communication skills that were rated Good- _
Excellent were "Listens to viewpoints of othiers™ and "Asks questions
which clarify tasks." A Fair-Good rating was received by "Organizes
thoughts in writing." ‘ : - .

? . . ’ )
One rating was higher in value in 1976 than in 1975, five rating i
values yere identical in 1975 and 1976 and one rating value was lower

" in value in 1976 than in 1975. The ratings that:were maintainmed from

1975 to 1976 include: "Uses appropriat® grammar and spelling in
writing,” "Adapts writing to the audience,” "Poised when speaking to
groups,' "Accomplishes, tasks in group situations"¥and "Asks questions
which clarify tasks." The rating value was higher in value in 1976
for "Listens to viewpoints of others." "Organizes thoughts im |
writing" received a lower rating value in 1976.. Overall,. Technology
graduates maintained their Good rating from 1975 to 1976.

' N a .
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Employers of occupational graduates rated "Poised when speaking to
groups" and "Asks questions which clarify task§" the same across all
programs., . , ‘ 4 .. ‘

~
v

Health Science graduates obtained moreqhood—ExcellentAratings on
communication skills from their employers than gnaduates of other |
Program areas. Technology graduates received the only Fair-Good
rating frou -employers for ‘an aspect of comuunicatibn skills.

.

Technical Skills Evaluation . - ° . '

¢ . K4 o, . “
The composite evaluation of occupational graduates technical skills |
is displayed in Figure 4. . B . ’ T
Co e , s . 4
The range of rating values was from 3.0 to 3.3. "Adapts equipment
for-new tagks” received the- rating-value of @.0, Good. "Operates
equipment or instruments with accuracy," "Cares: for equipment or
instruments" and "Safety' habits—~minimizes chance"for accidents"
‘were rated as Good technical ski%} dreas.
...
Table &4 displays questionnaire results® of employers' evaluatioh of
1976 occupational graduates technical skills. .

“The rating values for techmical skills in the.Business programs were
all Good-Excellent. All technical skill area .evaluations maintained
their 1975 ratings in 1976. The comp051te rating for the technical
skills of Business graduates was Good—Excellent4y o,
For the Health Science - graduat all ratings for technical skill
areas were Good. Comparing 19 rating vajues for technical skills
with 1976 rating values shows that with' the exception of "Adapts
equipment for new tasks" the rating values were maintgined. The -
rating value was higher in 1976 for "Adapts equipment for new tasks.™
The composite rating for the technical sk!lls.pf Health Science

graduates was Good.

- -2

The range of ratings'for Public Service' graduates was from Good to
Good-Excellent for technical skills.- A Good rating was received
for "Adapts equipment for new tasks." The remaining areas of tech-
nical- skills\were rated Good-Excellent. -

LY

Comparing 1975 technical skill ratings with 1976 technical "skill’
ratings shows five ratings maintaining thelir 1975 value'in 1976 and
one rating that was higher in value in 19767 - "Handles equip-

ment or instruments with speed" went from a rating value of Good in
1975 to a Good-Excellent in 1976. Overall, Public Service- graduates"
maintained their G&od-Excellent rating. :

-

The range of ratings for Technoldpy graduates was from Fair-Good to
Good-Excellent. ['Adapts equipment for mew tasks" received a Fairs
Good rating. A Good-Excellent rating was received by "Safety
habits--minimizes chances for accide*nts ) Q

»
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Table 4
\ —_— \ . ' . . ¢
Technical Skills Evaluation by Program Area
- L :-‘ (' r
AN
/ - v e T
: -V
Business Health Science Public Service” Téchnology
Item 1975 1976 1975 1976 }975 1976 - 1975 1976
Handies equipment or instruménts .
_ witle speed A GE G-E G G G G-E E G
. . 5 ) ' 4
Operates equipment or instruments
with accuracy ' G-E G-E G G. - G-E A-E G-E G
. / . .

o Cares for equipment or instruments G-E G-E G G G-E _ G-E G-E G
Adapts equipment for new tagks G-E\ G-E F-G G G G G-E F-G
Avare of equipment's capabilities N GE  G-E - G G . G-E " G-E G G
Safety habif:s--min:fm:hzgs chances - i
for accidents G-E G-E [ G G G~E G-E G G-E

. ) LN . S
3 e ; .‘
OVERALL G-E . G-E G . G G-E G-E GE G
‘ = ——— '
1 & » L) .
Key: E = Excellent i .
G.= Good ' -
F = Fair .
- & i _

& .

[
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Comparing the rating values: for 1975 and 1976 shows one réﬁ%yg value.
“higher in 1976, one rating value jdentical for 1975 and 1976 and Four.:
,ratings.lower in value in 1976. -!'Safety habits--minimizes chances )

for accidents" went fromg rating value of Good in 1975 to a “Good- ' ‘.

Excellent in 1976, '"Handles equipment or instruments with 'speed," .

"Operates equipment or -instruments with accuracy," "Cares for equip-

ment” and "Adapts equipment, for new tasks" had lower rating values

in 1976. The overall evaluation of the graduates' technical skills .

. “\\\\jas Good, down from the Good~Excellent rating by employers of 1975 °*

Py

-

Téchnology graduates. . . ‘ .
A . o ~ . ‘ o
*'No technical skill areas were rated identical aeross all programs. ., -
Business graduat€s received the largest number of Good-Excellent
ratihgs.’ ealth'Sc;ence graduates, rated Good, and Business gra&JJ
uateﬁ’ﬁgd Good-Exc&llent, were the’ only program areas that , - .
receivdd the same rating for all aspects of technical skills. - ' :

. 8 . .
] -

. v . .

E. Problem-Solving Skills Evaluatiion ' S - . -, i

, % e . . .8

. N fr 5 t . )

‘ Figure 5 displays the problem-solving skills of MVCC occupational _ T
< graduates. . ?<a . .

."

v

L ¢ . v &

The ratings for prdblem—solvin . killdf;f 1976 occupatienal grad- - ..
uates was from 2.9 to.3.2. ™ ity to evaluate the solution' was °«
rated 2.9 and "Has range of knowledge required by job" was rated ’
’ r 3.2. -Qverall, the problem-solving abilities of occupational .grad~ ) °
" uates were rated Good. Litfle variation occurred in-the mean )
! ratings across, the 12 statements pertaining to problem-solving.
) LI ' <
The evaluatiop“pf occYpational gréduates,by program grea,is dis-
" played in-Table' 5. . /)//‘ o

@

The ratings for problém~sbly1ng skills of Business graduates ranged
from Good to Good-Excellent. '"Has the range of knowledge required
by job" received the Good-Excellent ratfng. The remaining problem-
solving skill.areas were rated Good. b .

A, -

Comparing 1975 and 1976 employers' evaluation of Business graduates
/ indicates five areas where ratings were lower in valua in 1976 and “
. three areas where the rating values were idemtical for 3975 and
T 1976. The problemsolving skill areas that had lower rating’
values in 1976 were "Ability to recognize a problem," "Ability to ’ .
_ « define a problem," "Budgets time for carrying out the’various work ¢ -
’ activities,"” "Divides work into individual jobs and provides a '
method of blending the individual efforts" and "Uses presént and -
past information to develop a future course of action.'" The overallw
rating of BuSiness gragjuates on problem-golving skills went from a,
Good-Excellent in 1975 to a rating of Good in 1976.
& 7
For the Health Sciences the ratings for problem-solving skills were ' .
Good. There was no deviation from the -previous years ratings. v
d Overall, the problem-solving skills of Health Science graduates were

rated Ggod. o o .

ST T g
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Table 5 - : N
' ,PrbblqmrSolving Skills Evaluation by Program Area

. t '
" Business Health Science Public Service Technology

Item 1975 1976 1975 1976 1975 1976 - 1975 1976

Ability to recognize a problem ’ ‘GE G G G G-E G GE G
. Ability to define a problem =~ GE G G G .6 G G-E G

Ability to consider alternative ) . '

solutions G- G G-E

. & .

. Ability to implement a solution G G, G "G-E
Ability to evaluate the solution - G ) - e} - G -
Budgets time for carrying out the ) :
various work activities (scheduling) . G-E G G G G-E G-E G-E G
Combines others' efforts into-a |
common action (coordinating) R ¢ G G G B ¢ G G-E G

o Divides work into individual jobs |, f .
' and provides a method of blending e w | X :
. the individual ‘efforts (organizing) G-E ¢ -\ G -G G G . G-E G
* Uses present and past infdrmatiq@ s , ‘ -
" to develop a future course of T . :
tion (planning) T G-E G G G G S ¢ G-E F-G
. Understands the thebry-ﬁehind the T . ' _
smtasks performed ' _ . - G - G - = [ GE - G

", Has depth of knowledge in the ™. T '
various areas required by the job - -G - G - G - G
Has range of knowledge required by ' . . N
job -~ G-E - .G - - G+E - G-E
OVERALL | “G-E g, G C » 6 ¢ ¢ C GE G.

s . . * - ‘ .
5 Y ] L / " t
Key: E = Excellent
G = Good T ;
F = Fair i .

QY]
Do
D

' \‘ ‘ . * '
ERIC _ , )




The range’ of ratings for Public Service graduates were from Good

to Good-Excellent. The rating Good-Excellent was achieved for:
"Budgets time for carrying out the various work activities,” "Un-.
derstands the theory behind the, tasks performed" and "Has the

range of knowledge required by job. " The remaining problem-solving
skill areas were rated Good. .
Comparing 1975 and 1976 ratings indicates one area, "Ability to
recognize 'a problenm,”" had a lower rating value in 1976 than in

1975. The remaining technical skill areas maintained iddntical .
ratings. £6r_ 1975 and 1976. There was “no change in the overall
rating of Good from 1975 to 1976. . .
Technology graduatés were rated from Fair-Good to Good-Excellent

on problem-solving skills. "Uses present and past information to
develop a future course of action" was rated FairzGood. "Ability
to consider alternative solutions" and "Has range of knowledge
required by job" were rated Good-Excellent.

. : . ’ ¥ .
-With the exception of "Ability to consider alternative solutions'

which had a Good rating value in 1975 and a Good-Excellent rating
value in 1976, all°other rating values were lower in 1976.° The
overall rating for Technology graduates on problem-splving skills
went from-a Good-Excellent in 1975 to a Good in 1976.

"Ability to recognize a problem," "Ability to define a problem,"
"Ability to implement a solution,” "Ability to evaluate a solution,"
"Combines others' efforts into -a common action,” "Divides work into
individual jobs and provides & method of blending the individual
efforts" and "Has depth of knowledge in the various areas required
by the job" achieved identical ratings across all four program areas.

~Public Service graduates had more Good-Excellent rating values than

the other program graduates. The Health Science graduates received
a rating value of Good for all problem-solving skills. . ’

Life Skills Evaluation ‘ ’ AN

Figure 6 displays the composite-responses to life skills evaluation
of occupational graduates. “y

B

. The composite evaluation of the life skills of occupational grad-.

uates was Good-Excellent. The range of ratings were from 3.3 to
3.6. A rating valué of 3.3 was received by "Adaptable to new sit-
uations." 'Attendance, reports for'work regularly” received a
rating value of 3.6. These life skills- aspects were rated similarly
in 1975.

a

_ Table 6 displays the questionnaire results of employers evaluation

of life skills by program area.

The ratings for the Business graduates were from Good-Excellent 'to
Excellent. "Attendance, reports.for work regularly" was rated
Excellent. The remaining aspects of life skills were rated Good-

Excellent‘ o ' - w - ’ »

30 ki
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' ' : : Table 6 ) ' -

-

Life Skills Evaluation ny Program Area . ~

- . . . 3 °

Loy

. ' ‘ Business Health Science Public Service | Technology
Item, 1975 1976 1975 ° 1976 1975 1976 1975 1976 ° -
Apﬁearancef\presenuts. an appropriate . ¢ |
image : . N G-E G-E - G G~E G-E G-E - E G |
. - - v ‘ “
Attendance, reports for work P ) . -

‘ regularly .E. E G G-E E G-E «E E
Adequate reading skills , GE G-E G-E-, G-E | G-E G-E "G-E G-E
Dependability, completes tasks . . .
without supervision G-E G-E G P G G-E " G-E G-E G-E
Initiative, doing jobs that need . . .
doing ' G-E G-E G G - G§g E E G-E
Adaptable to new situations . G-E G-E .G G G-E GE | E G

. L] I
2 | OVERALL - 4. GE cE e .6 G-E G-E E  GE

kN

Key: E = Excellent )
G = Good ’ .
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. . T
In 1975 and 1976 the rafings were identical for Business graduates.
The composite rating for the life skills of Business graduates was
Ggpd;Excellqnt. : vy ‘ B __—

The range of ,ratings for Health Science\grad@ates were from Good
to Good-Excellént. “"Appearance, presents an appropriate image,"
"Attendance, reports for work regularly" and "Adequate reading -
skills" were rated Good-Excellent. The remainihg life skills- vere
rated Good. . . < . T
NERY -

Four of the six'aspects\of life skills retained their 1975 ratings
in 1976. YAppearance, presents an appropriate image" and "Attend-
ance, reports for work regularly" had higher rating values in 1976.
Overall, the Health Science graduates maintained theilr Good rating.

PSS

<7

. =

o . .
The Public Service graduates’ were rated Good-Excellent on all as-
pects of ‘life skills. The only rating value that deviated from its
1975 rabing was "Attendance, reports to work regularly" which went
from Excellent in 1975 to Good-Ex¢ellent in 1976. The composite
rating for-Public Service graduates was Good-Excellent. )

The range of ratings for life 'skills of Technology graduates were
from Good to Excellent. "Appearance, presents an appropriate image"
and "Adaptable to new Situations' were rated Good. "Attendance,
\reports to work regularly" wag rated Excellent. -
N * .
WThree of the six life skill areas were 'rated lower in value in 1976
. than in 1975.  The remaining life.skill areas were rated identically
" -.  in both 1975 and 1976. The rating values were lower for "Appearance,
iﬂ'&mresents an appropriate image," "Initiative, doing jobs that need
R doing" and "Adaptable to new situations." Overall, -the Technology
. graduates yere’rated Good-Excellent. ' -

The only ¥fe skill which received the samg rating across program
areas was "Adequate reading skills." Business graduates received
the highest ratings for life skills. Health Science graduates re-
ceived thé-largest number of Good ratings. . «

t . . . —

General Statement “
Figure 7 di%pLays the ratings of general statements about occupa-
tional graduates. ’

" -

- #

. ' . ' : .
Taken as a group, occupational graduates were rated Good-Excellent
with respect to guality of work, quantity of work, overall suitabil-
ity and overall attitude. : b, Py ’ :
. ' g \
Table 7 displays the questionnaire results for the general state=~
mentsvpy program area. . f s

Business and Public Service graduatés were rated Good-Excellent on
each of the general statements. Health Science and Technology grad-
uates were, rated Good for "Quantity of wark, output of satisfacgory
amount." Health Science graduates were also rated Good for "The,
overall suitability of the employee for the kind of job held,

[}
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Table 7 N

} : ) General Statements by Program Area

‘ 4

i Business Health Science Public Service Technology

Item 1975 1976 1975 1976 1975 | 1976 1975 1976
v ) -

- 1)
Quality of work, ability to meet . Cr ) . »
quality demands e G-E G-E G=E G-E G-E G-E G-E G-E
Quantity of work, output of . .
satisfactory amount G-E G-E G-E G G G-E G G
The overall suitability of the | i -
employee for the kind of job held G-E G-E G-E G G-E G~E G-E G-E ‘
The overall attitude of the emp oyee ‘ ' .
toward work . - G-E - G-E - G-E - G-E

- .
Key: E = Excellent ‘ e .
' G = Good A
f.
/(

A4




Iv.

@ -. 23

Business, Public Service and Techn logy graduates either maintained
their respective 1975 ratings or improved their ratings. Health
Science graduates had lower rating values in 1976 for quantity of
work and overall : suitabi@ty for the job held.

Relationship of MVCC Achievement ‘to EmplAyéT Evaluation

-

A one~-way analysis of variance was conducted to determire if there were
differences in the grade-point averages of occupational graduates by

program area. An F-ratio of 3.05 was significant at the P < .05 lewel
indicating differences in the grade-point averages of graduates by pro-

gram. The grade-point avdrages of program gzagggpes esponding to this
survey were: Business-~3.296, Health Scien =-3.119, Public Service-- -
3.298 and Technology --2.883.

A Scheffe' test Was conducted to def’}mine where the differences in
grade~point average &xist. The result of this postﬂhoc comparison test
indicated that the grade-point averages of Business, Health Science and
Public Service graduates were not significantly different. However, -
the grade—point average of Technglogy graduates was significantly dif-
ferent (P < .05) than the graderpoint averages of graduates from Busi-
ness andeublictgervice programs. This result implied that the rela-
tionship between an MVCC graduates' grade-point average and the employers
rating could be examined by program area. .

~

<>
A Pearson product~moment correlation coefficient was calculated for each
program area to determine if a relationship existed between a students' .
MVCC grade-point average and his/her employer's evaluation.. Table 8
presents the results of this analysis . ~ :

Although nime correlation coefficients are different from zero, only a
slight relationship exists in the Business program area for.G.P.A. and
life skills. The Technology program has relationships existing for
G.P.A. and human relation skills, ‘G.P.A. and problemdsolving skills,
G.P.A. and life skills, G.P:A. and quality of work, G.P.A. and quantity
of work and G. + vs. a composite evaluation. No' trend has been found
frqn last year to this year.

v. ;gﬁplgzability of Other MVCC Graduates

.

Employers of 1976 occupational graduates were asked if they would hire
future MVCC graduates. One hundred three of the 12% employers,-85%,
said that based on their expeﬁience with MVCC graduates they would hire
future MVCC graduates. f .

-

o el

VI. Summégy of Results
A 7 -
’ A. Composite Evaluatién
LY
1. Consistent with their 1975 ratings employers rated<;£\
tralning as Good.
. R 2:, Public Service,graduates received the highest composite rating.
~
o v. .

10
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Table 8

Correlation of MVCC G.P.A. with Employer Evaluations»by Program Area

> et ¢
' . Varlables Business /Health Science Public -Service Technology
. - N -. . {
G.P.A. vs. Human Relation Skills ~17 .01 o --.05e . 76%
G.P.A. vs. Communication Skills .16 .05 . .05 .52
t .
| .
G.P.A. ‘{VS: Téchnical Skills 017 017 ' "oll . _052
G.P.A. Jys‘. Problem-Solving Skills .09 -.01 ¢ .06 .76%
G.P.A, [vs. Life Skills . 53% .15 -.02 59% .
G.P.A, vs. Quality of Work :20 .26% .01 62%
G.P.A. vs. Quantity of Work .14 <33% .08 JI5%
. //""’"’\ b Bt . P
G.P.A. vs. Overall Suitability .05 21 A7 <40
. RN -
. G.P.A. vs. Overall Attitude .28 .15 N -.07 57
G.P.A. vs. Composilte Evaluation .25 .10 *01 J72%
* Coefficient is significantly different from zero at the P < .OS\levesl.
. ' T b, ) ’ ' . ) . ®
) v " ' . R .
. * ‘ ¢ ' ‘
< . - N
: ~
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Human Relation Skills Evaluation - . *

1. -The composite evaluation of human relation skills of occupational

graduates was. Good. K ‘.
2. Busipess and Public Service graduates received an overall rating
of Good-Excellent on human relation skills, . “
3. Health Science graduates were rated Fair-Good for "Promotes the
) use of new’ways. of doing things." . s

4. Excellent ratings were received by Business and Technology grad-
uates for "Cooperates with supervisor

5. '"Cooperates with fellow workers to get job.done," "Develops an

acceptable course of action when different viewpaints are pre-

sented," "Helps people who ask for'assistance" and "Is accessible

to others” were rated the $ame across all program areas. : .
6. Public Service graduates obtained more Good-Excellent ratings on

human relation skills from their employers than graduates of

other program areas. o .

-

»
»

.Comﬁunioation Skills Evaluation ) ' ) v

1. The composite evaluation of occupational graduates' communication
skills was Good. ’ -

2, Health Science graduates obtained more Good-Excellent ratings on
communication skills from their employers than graduates of other
program areas. )

\ |

3. Technology graduates received a Fair-Good rating for "Organizes
thoughts in writing." . .

4. Employers of occupational graduates rated "Poised when speaking
to groups" "Asks questions which clarify’ tasks" the same
.across all program areas.

5. Health Science graduates were ratéd Good-Excellent overall an
improvement from their 1975 rating.

Teehnital Skills Evaluation R

P

1.” The composite rating of occupational graduates“fteohnical skills .
was Good. ~ . 4

-

2. Employers rated all asﬁgcts of Business graduates' technical
skills Good-Excellent. - .

3. Technology graduates received a rating of Fair-Goed for "Adapts
equipment for new tasks.' . N

4. Health Science graduates, rated\Cbod, and Business graduates,
rated Good-Excellent, were the only program areas that received .
the same rating for all aspects of technical skills. .

[T B
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Problem-Solving Skills Evaluation'

-

1. The composite rating of occupational graduates' problem-8olving -~ :
' skills was Good.. .
&

-~
“

"Ability to recognize a problem," "Ability to define a problem,"
"Ability to implement a solution," "Ability to evaluate a solu- |
* tion," "Combines others' efforts into a common action," "Divides
work into individual jobs and provides a method of blending the
individual efforts" and "Has depth of knowledge in the various '
areaipfequired by the job" achieved identical ratings across all

four grogram areas. . .

. P . .
Public Service graduates had more Goaod-Excelient rating values
. than other program graduates. .

A Fair-Good rating was’ obtained by Technology graduates. for "Uses °
present and past information to develop a future course of
action. ' :

Health Science graduates received a Good rating for all aspects
of problem-solving skills. These rating values were consistent
with their 1975 rating values.

Life Skills Evaluation

4

1. The composite evaluation of the 1ife skills of occupational grad-
uates' was-Good-Excellent.
<€

M )
The only life skill which received the same rating across program
areas was '"Adequate reading skills."

Business gfaduates received the highest ratings for 1ife skills.

. N h
Business and Technology griduates received an Excellent rating
for "Attendance, reports for work regularly."

Busiﬁess, Public Service and Technology graduates had,an overall
rating of Good-Excellent for life skills. :

General Statements Evaluation

1. Occupational graduates were rated Goqd-Excellent‘yith respect to
quality of work, quantity of work, overall suitability and overall
attitude. - \

Business and Public’Service graduates were rated Good-Excellent
on %ach of the.general evaluation statemengs.

. y

Business, Public Service and Technology tgraduates either maintained
their respective 1975 ratings or improved .their ratings.
2

.
-
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Relafionshipﬁof MVCC Achievement to Employer Evaluation

1. Technology prégram graduates' G.P.A.'s were related to their

' employers' evaluation. High evaluations for human relation
skills, problem-solving skills, life skills, quality of work,
quantity of work and a composite evaluation tended to be
associated with high G.P.A.'s. -

Employability .of Other MVCC Graduates.

1. Eighty-five peiqent of the emplS;ers said that baéed.on their
present experignce with MVCC graduates .they would hire future
MVCC graddates. .

Pl ‘“ . .’ - / .
Additional Comments -

The following selection of unedited stateiments, omitting student iden-
tification, were made by employers of the 1975-76 occupational graduates.
This list demonstrates the range of comments. :

A. Employers of Business Graduates

« I'm very pleased wit’z this graduate's and other MVCC students \
that have spent time training at 3M. : D <

.+ This graduate is a very good worker, vorks at a steady pace,
-~ has very good organization and gets along with co-workers.
L4 .

" B. Health Science Graduates

* We have been empioyi_ngvMVCC MLT's for at least 5 years and have
been satisfied. .

* I feel they as a whole have good theory backéround. I believe
if most hospitals could have a longer orientation program, our
problems could somewhat be solved.

*+ But even though "‘%hey seem to be one of the bettej prepared A.A.

programs they stilliare not ready to practice in the Meality of
- nursing care. She ig one of the more stable MVCC nurses I have,

' she is not very confident and although her ideals are high, she
has been quite frustrated because the reality, of nursing and the
preparation she had are too far apart. Her -adjustment period,
from new graduate to now has heen very traumatic on many occasions
and although she has had almost 9 months experience I could not in
good conscious have her function independently with any. more
responsibility than as team leader. . ¥

* She has learned her lessons wéll. She is cooperative and mizes
well with the other people in the operating room. She has been
an extremely bright, competent individual and has learned the
pump technology well within the limits of the best students that

we have had at the present time: :
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" €. Public Service Graduates

. A * I an an MVCC graduate. "Sure I think I am good." I am dealing

- . only with older students,- find these people far above average. .
And nmost have their life work picked and zborking at. \Feel you
ean recommend my employee as a student and Zeizder to anyone,

ean only improve with age. . . ? . )

* Most are well prepared. 1 hire many.- = , . N

* I feel the courses prepare the students well. I would choose
those who seemed to fit into, our type program, especially after
: internship, who loved children and pre school work. I do think

. that some people could never handle this type of situation.
Y » Something born in, prerequisites all the courses.

.
A3

D. Technology Graduates
‘ bl
* My experience with MVCC graduates has been very positive-—-they .
have been much more capable than expected. .Based on this, I
would hire future graduates.

* I feel this~enp2‘oyee Lacks in organization patterns, which should
improve with experience in time ‘to come. ’ ’
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. Appendix A - . ~29
MORAINE VALLEY COMMUNLTY COLLEGE

) Emplover Follow=-Up !
e ‘ 1976
,Provide the following information about the’ employee listed below. ' #
. Name' of Employee: ) ' ; ' Date: i
JEmployer: ' . r )

O

Job Title .of Employee:

Description of Duties: \ ( -

Title of Person Evaluating Employee:

**“t*******ﬁ***ﬂ*#*******ﬂ*ﬁ*****************************

For {tems 1-21, rate the follwing skills by circling the letter before tha number of each statement. Use thig

key: \ °
- : ’ a ® Excellent -
b = Good .
, ! ¢ = Fair
", d = Poor
' e = Not Appliceble .

. . ’ BN . . -
A. HUMAN RELATIONS ( : s e

a b c d e 1. Cooperates with fellow workers to get job doné.

a b cde 2. Cooperates wit.’h—-auéerv:isor. - .

a b ¢ d e 3. Presents ideas a.nd recommendations to persons or groups in a non-offending way.

a b c d e 4. Promotea the use of new ways of doing things. . ’

a b ¢ d e 5. Develops an acceptable course of action when different points of view are pteunud.
a ] b ¢ d e 6. Accepts direction without beCOming resentful. , .. . 4

a b c d e 7. - Helps people who ask for assistance. - @ N

aw c d e 8. Lb accessible tc others. ) . . ¢ ,

B. COMMUNICATION SKILLS . ’ . N

——
v

a b c d e 9. Organizes thoughts in writing. A R

a b'ec d e 10. Uses appropriate -grammar and spelling in writihg._ , P

a b c d e 11‘. {dapts writix;g, to the audience. ‘, ‘ i . i

a b ¢ d e 12. Poised w?xen sp:ea_kfng to groups. - 3 :

a b ¢ d e 13, Accomplishes :asks in group situations. ’ ' ) '
a b c ‘d e 14, Listens to viewpointa of others. ’ ‘ s oo

a b c d e 15. Asks questions which clarify task. ’

* . « T . bl

C. TECHNICAL SKILLS '

a b.c d e 16, Hand]'.ea equipment or instruments with speed.
a b c d e 1l7. Operates equipment or instruments with accuracy. -
b

¢c d e 18, 'Cares for equipment or‘ instruments.

a
a 5 ¢ d e 19. Adapts equipment for new tasks. . . N !
a b c d -e 20. ‘Aware of equipment's capabilitiéa,
a b c d e 21. Safety'.habita--minigﬂzes chances for accidents. : ~ ’
. . ' . e
(Over, please) . -

‘
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For items 22-43, rate the following technical skilts by circling the letter before the number of each statement.

Use this key: “ .
a * Excellent ¢
b = Good . .
. ¢ = Fair .
- d = Poor 4
e = Not Applicable
D.  PROBLEM SOLVING SKILLS . . - 4,
. a b .c.d e 22, Ability to recognize a problem. 2

a b ¢ d e 23, Ability to define a problem. <

ab c d e 24, Ab¥lity to consider alternative solutions. .

a b ¢ d e 25, Ability to implement a solution. ¢

. ) . , -
a b ¢ d e 26. Ability to evaluate the solution.
~ & L4 . .

a8 b, ¢ d e 27: Buagets time for carrying out the various work acrivities (scheduling).

a b ¢ d e 28. Combines others' efforts into a common action (coordinating).

a b ¢ d e 29, Divides work into individual jobs and provides a method of°blending the individual

efforts (organizing). :
a b e d e 30. Uses present and past information to. develop a future’ course of action (planning).
a b ¢ d e 31. Understands the theory behind the tasks pErformed.
. - a b ¢ d e 32. Has depth of knowledge in the various areas required by the job.
. . o~ ab ¢ d

e 33, Has range of knowledge required by job.

E. LIFE SKILLS

a b ¢ d e 34, Appearance, presents an appropriate i@age. .
b e 35, Attendance, .reports for work regularly.
b e 36. Adequate reading skills.

d
d
a b ¢ d e 37, Dependability, completes tasks without supervision.
d
d

a,b ¢ e 38. Initiative,.doing jobs that need doing.
Habd c e 39, Adaptable :%situatims. ‘ ’ : N
F. GENERAL STATEMENTS . \ - .
. \ a b c d e 40. Quality of work, ability to meet quality demands. Lt ’
a c e 41, Quantity of wak, output of satisfactory amount.

b d
ab c d e 42. The okerall suitability of the employee for the kind of job held.
b d

a c e 43, The overall attitude of the employeé toward work. . .
., 44, Based on your experience with MVCC gradua:eQ would you hire future MVCC graduates? <t
- % A 4 - .
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. PLEASE FEEL FREE TO E ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS.

: " UNNVERSITY ORCAUF. o
| - LS ANGELES
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